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REVIEW & OUTLOOK

Dangerous Addiction

Except on the fringes of opinien, no
informed American any longer doubts
that Soviet-supplied armies are using
“yellow rain” in Southeast Asia, nor
that the gases contain toxins outlawed
by the 1972 Biological Weapons Con-
vention. Yet the U.S. government has
yet to file formal charges that the So-
viets and their proxies have violated
the treaty. Instead, President Ronaid
Reagan will tour Europe next week
stressing his willingness to reach new
arms agreements with the Soviets.

The American government's ef-
forts, of course, have been crucial in
exposing “yellow rain.” It has spon-
sored both the collection of refugee in-
terviews and the laboratory analysis
that has identified mycotoxins derived
from mold. Honest young officials
bravely faced the evidence, and Secre-
tary of State Haig was willing to go
N
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out on a limb in his initial announce-
ment in Berlin, Even the Carter ad-
ministration compiled the refugee ac-
counts dutifully, if quietly. There is
much in the record to commend.

Yet the 1972 convention explicitly
provides the procedures to follow in
case of a violation. A complaint may
be filed with the UN Security Council.
An emergency conference of the sig-
natories may be called by petition of a
majority of them, These steps have
not been implemented, even by the
Reagan administration. No complaint
has been filed with the Security Coun-
cil, and no effort has been made to-
ward a petition for an emergency con-
ference.

'As always, there are sophisticated
excuses. While the Soviet Union is the
only remotely plausible source of the -
mycotoxins, the powerful circumstan- .
tial evidence is not capped by a smok-
ing gun. Some of the evidence comes
from intelligence sources our govern-
ment is reluctant to reveal. An investi-
gation was asked not from the Secu-
rity Council, where the Soviets have a
veto, but from the General Assembly,
which turned the matter over to a UN
agency headed by a Russian.

The real reason our government
has not followed the 1972 procedures is
simply that they are too noisy. The
breoccupation of the Reagan foreign
policy, and of his pending trip to Eu-
rope, has been to persuade our Euro-
pean allies that Ronald Reagan is not
a reckless cowboy, and the principal
ploy has been lofty rhetoric about the
great hope of arms control, A Security
Council debate, ending in a Soviet
veto, with the Europeans actually
forced to choose sides, would disrupt
the image-making. So it will be sur-
prising if “yellow rain” is even men-
tioned in Mr. Reagan's four European
speeches. Some aides are urging him
to make a new proposal in each of
them for new agreements with the
same Soviets who callously shattered
the Biological Weapons Convention,
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“After Detection—What?" was
title of a brilliant Foreign Affairs art
cle written 21 years ago by Fred
Charles Ikle, who today is under sec-
retary of defense for policy. He ob-
served, “A potential violator of an
arms-control agreement will not be
deterred simply by the risk that his
action may be discovered. What will
deter him will be the fear that what
hé gains from the violation will be out-
weighed by the loss he may suffer
from the victim’s reaction to it.

governments might
ience serious political difficulties
ting effectively to a detected
evasion,” Mr. Ikle predicted. “If evi-
dence of the violation is equivocal or
ased on secret gence, the gov-
ernment mmay be reluctant to acknowl-
edge the evasion or feel unsure of its
ability to convince public opinion. For
example, an admission that the con-
trol agreement had failed might be ex-
ploited at home by the political opposi-
tion. .
*“The injured government must be
willing to increase m

ot ap-

prove, especially if the evasion oc-
curred gradually.” The injured gov-
ernment “may have embarked on
long-range policies which seem more
promising and important than coun-
o ooz~ .

teracting an accomplished evasion,
and it may hesitate to Jjeopardize
them.” And finally, *‘The injured gov-
ernment may have to reach agree-
ment with allies before it can react,
and “All of the probiems of domest;
public opinion and partisan politics
discussed above will be evident in the
allied nations whose cooperation is re-
quired.”

Mr. Ikle quoted Baldwin's explana-
tion to Churchill on why Britain failed
to react to Hitler's violations of the
Versailles eaty, a failure that
helped usher in World War II. “You
will remember the election at Fulham
in the autumn of 1933, when a seat

. Which the National Government held

was lost by about 7,000 votes on no is-
sue but the pacifist,” Prime Minister
Baldwin said. “'Supposing I had gone
to the country and said that Germany
was rearming and that we must
rearm, does anybody think that this
pacific democracy would have rallied
fo the cry at that moment? 1 cannot
think of anything that would have
made the loss of the election from my
point of view more certain,”
* * *

In 1972, when the U.S. and the Sovi-
ets reached a treaty sharply limiting
anti-missile systems, the WOITy was
that without an ABM defense Ameri-
can land-based missiles might become
vulnerable to a Soviet first strike. So
an “interim agreement” was also ne-
gotiated limiting offensive weapons,
Gerald Smith, the American negotia-
tor, made a formal statement saying,
“If an agreement providing for more
complete strategic offensive arms lim-
itations were not achieved within five
years, U.S. supreme interests could be
Jjeopardized. Should that oceur, it
would constitute a basis for with-
drawal from the ABM Treaty."” In rat-
ifying the treaty, the U.S. Senate sin-
gled out this “stated policy,” specifi-
cally adding that withdrawal would be
triggered if there were no further
agreement and “the survivability of
the strategic deterrent forces of the
United States were to be threatened as
a result.”

Ambassador Smith also made a
unilateral statement intended to rec-
tify the treaty’s lack of a definition of
a “heavy missile” subject to limita-
tion. A heavy missile was one larger
than current “light” missiles, he as-
serted. Ignoring .this, the Soviets de-
ployed their larger $S-19. The surviva-
bility of our Minuteman deterrent has
now become vulnerable, just as feared
in 1972. We live, in other words, under
precisely the conditions our negotia-
tors and the Senate said would force
us to withdraw from the ABM treaty,

In the Arms Control and Disarma-
ment Act, Congress also specified that
no obligations to limit arms should be
undertaken “except pursuant to the
treaty-making power of the President
under the Constitution or unless au-
thorized by further affirmative legis-
lation by the Congress of the United
States.” Yet when time for renewal of
the “interim agreement” came, it was
extended without congressional ac-
tion, through an invention cailed a
*Parallel Unilateral Policy Declara-
tion,” or PUPD.

So, far from withdrawing from the
1972 treaty and defending its deterrent
missiles with an ABM, as it threat-
ened and promised when the treaty
was negotiated, the U.S. is currently
abiding by all arms control agree-
ments—formal, expired and unrati-
fied. Not only the ABM treaty, but the
interim agreement, and the unratifia-
ble SALT II agreement as well, This
policy, it seems, is about to be reaf-
firmed by Ronald Reagan, who was
elected President in no small part to
achieve a firmer foreign policy.

* * *

Arms control, the record says, can B
e a dangerous addiction. We have al-
lowed not only our deployments but,
more importantly, our thinking to be
constrained by both the letter and the
spirit of arms control treaties. The So-
viets have gone blithely on, through
evasion and violation, building mili-
tary advantage after military advan-
tage. Arms control, like narcotics, has
its place. But at the moment we seem
to be hooked, unable to break the
habit. Arms treaties have become a
goal in themselves, even if they bear
no relation—~indeed even if they inhibit
—~their supposed goal of enhancing our
n




